



T he collapse of the Soviet political and economic system in the late 1980s,epitomized by the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989, culminatedthe dramatic economic slowdown experienced by the Soviet bloc coun-
tries over the preceding three decades. The resulting transition from central
planning to a market economy has been difficult. The performance of the transi-
tion economies has fallen short of expectations for several reasons: advanced
Western economies did unusually well in the 1990s, which raised the bar for
perceptions of economic success; the economic problems associated with the
transition were widely underestimated; and policymakers made a number of ques-
tionable choices. Nevertheless, progress has been made in a number of dimensions.
In this paper, I provide an overall assessment of the strategies and outcomes of
the first dozen years of the transition, as well as an outline of the principal
challenges faced by these economies. In presenting data and examples, I focus
primarily on comparing the experience of the five central European countries—the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia—with the experience of
Russia. The five central European countries have a combined population of over
65 million people and were the first to launch the transition. Russia, with its
population of 145 million, is the principal country of the former Soviet Union and
now of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), which is made up of
countries that were formerly republics of the Soviet Union, and it has had a very
difficult experience with transition. I will also make a number of references to three
other groups: the three Baltic countries of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, with a
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combined population of 7.5 million, which became part of the Soviet Union only
at the outset of World War II and in the 1990s staged a relatively fast transition; the
Balkan or southeast European countries of Albania, Bulgaria and Romania, com-
bined population 34 million, which have not been affected by war or other
conflicts; and Ukraine, as the second largest economy of the former Soviet Union
and now the CIS, with its population of 50 million. I will not discuss, except
in passing, the many other countries of the CIS: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan.
I also will not focus on the countries of the former Yugoslavia, since their form-
ative experiences of the 1990s involve war and civil strife rather than economic
transition.
The Soviet-style centrally planned system was relatively well suited to mobiliz-
ing resources for expanding existing productive activities during World War II and
the postwar reconstruction, although it also suppressed human rights and imposed
great human suffering. The Soviet bloc countries achieved a 4.5 percent annual
growth rate in per capita GNP during the 1950s, exceeding the 3.7 percent rate of
growth of a comparison group of market economies (Gregory and Stuart, 1997).1
However, the rigidities of the command economy made it much less suitable for
invention, innovation and efficient allocation of resources, resulting in a long-term
slowdown in the entire Soviet bloc since about 1960. While the comparison group
of market economies averaged rates of growth of GNP per capita of 4.5 percent in
the 1960s, 2.8 percent in the 1970s and 2 percent in the 1980s, the growth of per
capita GNP of the Soviet bloc countries is estimated to have fallen to 3.6 percent in
the 1960s, 2.8 percent in the 1970s and 0.8 percent in the 1980s.
The fall of communism created expectations that the centrally planned econ-
omies, as they moved to a market system, would generate rapid economic growth
and gradually catch up with middle-income developed countries. These expecta-
tions were tempered by anxiety over (presumably temporary) high rates of inflation
that were being observed in Poland and in the disintegrating Yugoslavia in the late
1980s and by the knowledge that transition would not happen overnight.
Strategies for Transition
The policymakers in the former Soviet bloc formulated transition strategies
that focused on macroeconomic stabilization and microeconomic restructuring,
along with institutional and political reforms. The implementation of these strat-
egies varied across countries in speed and specifics. A major debate took place
about the merits of fast or “big bang” reform versus gradual reform. But as it turned
1 In Gregory and Stuart (1997), the Soviet bloc includes all the states of the Soviet Union, plus Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland and Romania. The market economies in the sample
include Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Greece, India, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands,
Norway, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States and West Germany.
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out, almost all the transition governments plunged ahead in rapid “big bang” style
with what I will call Type I reforms. However, significant policy differences ensued
in what I shall term Type II reforms, which only some governments carried out.2
Type I reforms typically focused on macro stabilization, price liberalization and
dismantling the institutions of the communist system. The macroeconomic strategy
emphasized restrictive fiscal and monetary policies, wage controls and, in most
cases, also a fixed exchange rate. The micro strategy was to move quickly toward
price liberalization, although a number of key prices, like those of energy, housing
and basic consumption goods, often remained controlled along with wages and
exchange rates. The institution governing the Soviet bloc trading area, the Council
for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA), was abolished, and most countries
opened up rapidly to international trade, thus inducing a more efficient allocation
of resources based on world market prices. Most countries also quickly reduced
direct subsidies to trusts and state-owned enterprises and allowed them to restruc-
ture or even break up. They removed barriers to the creation of new firms and
banks and carried out small-scale privatizations. Moreover, early on, most govern-
ments broke up the “monobank” system, whereby a single state bank (or a system
of tightly knit but nominally independent banks) functioned as a country’s central
bank as well as a nationwide commercial and investment bank, and instead allowed
the creation of new and independent banks. A final feature was the introduction of
some elements of a social safety net. These changes caused a sizable reallocation of
labor away from the state-run firms, some of which went to the new private firms
and some of which ended up in nonemployment. The Type I reforms proved
relatively sustainable and were associated with improving economic performance in
central Europe (except the Czech Republic) and in the Baltic countries, whereas
they were much less successful in Russia, the other countries of the Commonwealth
of Independent States and the Balkans.
Type II reforms involved the development and enforcement of laws, regula-
tions and institutions that would ensure a successful market-oriented economy.
These reforms include the privatization of large and medium-sized enterprises;
establishment and enforcement of a market-oriented legal system and accompany-
ing institutions; further in-depth development of a viable commercial banking
sector and the appropriate regulatory infrastructure; labor market regulations; and
institutions related to public unemployment and retirement systems.
The differences in the ability of transition governments to carry out Type I and
Type II reforms seemed to turn on two factors: their ability to collect taxes with
which to finance public programs and their ability to minimize corruption and
rent-seeking behavior. Type I reforms generally seek to cut off subsidies and to
reduce centrally planned regulation. Since many transition governments had great
2 The “big bang” versus gradualism debate is also relevant in comparing the former Soviet bloc to China.
China proceeded gradually even with respect to Type I reforms, and it also avoided the initial recession
experienced by all transition economies in central and eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of
Independent States.
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difficulty in setting up a reliable tax system, cutting off subsidies and reducing the
scope of government was almost forced upon them. However, Type II reforms
emphasize that transition requires not only the withering away of an omnipresent
dictatorial state, but also a creation of a reliable state apparatus that provides a level
playing field for the market economy. Type II reforms require that government
have some resources, at least enough to enforce market-friendly laws and to avoid
being dominated or captured by special interests.
While the full range of differences across countries in Type II reforms are
difficult to capture, it is possible to give some sense of the differences across several
areas: privatization, banking reform, labor and social institutions, and a market-
oriented legal system.
Remarkable differences exist across the transition economies in the strategy of
privatizing large and medium-sized firms. Poland and Slovenia moved slowly in
privatizing state-owned enterprises, relying instead on “commercialization,” where
firms remained state-owned but were run by somewhat independent appointed
supervisory boards rather than directly by the state, and on the creation of new
private firms. Estonia and Hungary proceeded assiduously and surprisingly effec-
tively with privatization of individual state-owned enterprises by selling them one by
one to outside owners. This method of privatization was originally viewed by many
strategists as being too slow. Yet it provided much-needed managerial skills and
external funds for investment in the privatized firms; it generated government
revenue and effective corporate governance; and it turned out to be relatively fast
when carried out by determined governments. Russia and Ukraine opted for rapid
mass privatization and relied primarily on subsidized management-employee buy-
outs of firms. This method had the advantage of speed, but it has led to poor
corporate governance in that existing management usually was not able or willing
to improve efficiency. The method also did not generate new investment funds and
skills, and it provided little revenue for the government. Finally, the Czech Repub-
lic, Lithuania and, to a lesser extent, Slovakia carried out equal-access voucher
privatization, whereby a majority of shares of most firms were distributed to citizens
at large. While this approach may have been most fair and one of the best in terms
of speed, it did not generate new investment funds, nor did it bring revenue to the
government. Instead, it resulted in dispersed ownership of shares and, together
with a weak legal framework, it resulted in poor corporate governance. The poor
corporate governance often permitted managers or majority shareholders to ap-
propriate profit or even assets of the firms (to “tunnel,” as it is sometimes said) at
the expense of minority shareholders.
In the development of a banking system, virtually all countries rapidly abol-
ished the monobank system as part of Type I reforms. Some countries, such as
Russia, allowed spontaneous growth of new banks from the bottom up, resulting in
the creation of hundreds of banks virtually overnight. In central and eastern
Europe, the process was much more government-controlled, but even there, doz-
ens of small banks rapidly emerged in countries like the Czech Republic and
Poland. While the banking systems differed in various ways, they shared some
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discouraging patterns. Many of the small banks quickly collapsed. In most coun-
tries, large banks started the transition with a sizable portfolio of nonperforming
enterprise loans, and upon restructuring, they rapidly accumulated new nonper-
forming loans. The large banks survived primarily because they were “too large to
fail” and governments bailed them out. The need for repeated bailouts of banks has
in the late 1990s led Hungary, the Czech Republic and Poland to privatize virtually
all domestic banks to large western banks. Central Europe has thus become a
laboratory for observing several attempts to introduce a competitive western bank-
ing system with virtually no local banks.
The transition countries differed in the nature and speed of the development
of labor and social regulations and institutions. By the end of 1991, all the central
and eastern European countries developed relatively well-functioning unemploy-
ment compensation and social security benefit schemes, with the originally gener-
ous benefits becoming somewhat more modest over time (Ham, Svejnar and
Terrell, 1998). In Russia and the other countries of the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States, the official benefits were low to start with and decreased dramati-
cally in real terms over time—and even the low official benefits were often not paid.
Virtually no transition country succeeded in rapidly developing a legal system
and institutions that would be highly conducive to the preservation of private
property and to the functioning of a market economy, although some countries did
much better than others. This lack of a market-oriented legal structure appears to
have been the Achilles’ heel of the first dozen years of transition. Many policymak-
ers underestimated the importance of a well-functioning legal system or believed
too readily that free markets would take care of any major problems. In addition,
many newly rich individuals and groups in the transition economies—especially
those who contributed to the corruption of public officials—did not desire a strong
legal system. The countries that have made the greatest progress in limiting
corruption and establishing a functioning legal framework and institutions are the
central European and Baltic countries, with the partial exception of the Czech
Republic and Slovakia. In recent years, an important impetus for carrying out legal
and institutional reforms in many of these countries has been the need to develop
a system that conforms to that of the European Union as a prerequisite for
accession to the EU.
Performance of the Transition Economies Since 1989
The transition economies have not performed as well as many had expected.
Economic performance has also varied widely across the transition countries, with
the central European countries of Poland, Slovenia, Hungary, Slovakia and the
Czech Republic generally performing better than the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania and the Balkan states of Bulgaria and Romania, which in turn
performed better than Russia, Ukraine and other countries in the Commonwealth
of Independent States.
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Gross Domestic Product
Calculating the evolution of GDP is difficult in the transition economies.
Instead of GDP, the communist countries used “gross material product” to measure
the size of their economies, a measure that ignored the production of services.
Moreover, the communist economies were characterized by prices that did not
reflect scarcity and consumer demand, thus making market valuations difficult.
The dramatic growth in the number of small firms during the transition was not
well-captured in the official statistics—to say nothing of the course of the under-
ground economy in these countries both before and during the transition. National
statistical offices and the international institutions have devoted significant re-
sources to estimating GDP for the late 1980s and tracing out GDP accurately
thereafter, but the early data obviously have to be interpreted with caution (Filer
and Hanousek, 2000, this issue; Brada, King and Kutan, 2000).
With the above caveats in mind, one may interpret the growth performance
since 1989 as having been mildly to significantly disappointing in central Europe
and poor to disastrous in eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent
States. Figure 1 provides GDP data for an illustrative set of countries. All of the
transition economies experienced large declines in output at the start of the
transition. The decline varied from 13 to 25 percent in central and eastern Europe;
over 40 percent in the Baltic countries; and as much as 45 percent or more in Russia
and even more in many of the other nations of the CIS, like the drop of almost 65
percent in Ukraine. While the central and eastern European countries reversed the
decline after three or four years, in Russia and most of the CIS no turnaround was
visible through most of the 1990s. Russia, for instance, suffered a continuous
decline in GDP until 1996, showed signs of growth in 1997, but then went into
another 5 percent decline during its 1998 financial crisis.
All central European countries except for the Czech Republic have generated
sustained economic growth since the early to mid-1990s. However, only in Poland
has the rate of growth been sufficient to start closing the relative income gap with
the advanced OECD economies back toward its initial 1989 level. By 2001, every
transition economy had an even larger relative income gap with the advanced
economies than had existed in 1989.
What is the magnitude of the income gap? At 1999 exchange rates, GDP per
capita ranged from $620 in Ukraine to $1,250 in Russia, $4,070 in Poland, $5,200
in the Czech Republic and $10,000 in Slovenia (EBRD, 2000). Comparable figures
for the United States, the 15 European Union countries and Japan were $33,900,
$22,560 and $32,600, respectively. The gap between the poor and rich countries is
of course reduced when calculated in terms of purchasing power parity, but
nonetheless, for most transition economies, the enormous absolute and relative
income gaps will take decades to close. Note that since these income gap figures
refer to almost one decade after price liberalization, they do not suffer from
mismeasurement of inflation, as may have been the case in the early transition.
The depth and length of the early transition depression was unexpected. A
number of explanations have been offered: tight macroeconomic policies (Bha-
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duri, Kaski and Levcik, 1993; Rosati, 1994); a credit crunch stemming from the
reduction of state subsidies to firms and rise in real interest rates (Calvo and
Coricelli, 1992); disorganization among suppliers, producers and consumers asso-
ciated with the collapse of central planning (Blanchard and Kremer, 1997; Roland
and Verdier, 1999); a switch from controlled to uncontrolled monopolistic struc-
ture in these economies (Li, 1999; Blanchard, 1997); difficulties of sectoral shifts in
the presence of labor market imperfections (Atkeson and Kehoe, 1996); and the
dissolution in 1990 of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA), which
governed trade relations across the Soviet bloc nations. While each explanation
contains a grain of truth, none is in itself completely convincing. All countries have
gone through the decline, yet cross-country differences in initial conditions and the
nature of reform are substantial enough to make one question the universal
applicability of any single explanation. No explanation has strong empirical sup-
port across the board.
What factors account for the persistent growth in Poland, Hungary, Slovakia
and Slovenia since the early to mid-1990s, as compared to the recession experi-
enced in the second half of the 1990s by the Czech Republic, Bulgaria and
Romania, and the continuous decline in Russia and the other CIS countries? Again,
no single explanation suffices. Geography alone does not explain the outcomes, as
the western-most country, the Czech Republic, did much worse in the second half
of the 1990s than countries further east, such as Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. In
Figure 1
Real GDP Percentage Change Index (1989  Base)
Sources: William Davidson Institute, based on OECD Economic Outlook, July 2001; EBRD Transition
Report 2001 Update; and Davidson Institute staff calculations.
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fact, the evolution of Czech GDP in the second half of the 1990s resembles that of
Bulgaria and Romania.
The extent to which countries pursued a combination of key Type II reforms
provides some explanatory power. The four leading transition economies shown in
Figure 1—Poland, Slovenia, Hungary and Slovakia—have pursued a relatively
complete set of reforms, including maintaining relatively clear property rights and
corporate governance. For example, Hungary and, to a lesser extent, Slovakia
privatized most state-owned enterprises in a way that assigned clear property rights
to the new owners. Poland and Slovenia proceeded more slowly with privatization,
but both countries exposed the state-owned enterprises to competition and a risk
of financial failure. In all four economies, the substantial creation of new private
firms also contributed to growth.
Other countries have carried out much more limited Type II reforms. The
Czech Republic is notable because it was similar to the four leading economies, but
it grossly neglected the need to establish a functioning legal framework and
corporate governance of firms and banks. The privatization experience of the
Czech Republic, Russia and Ukraine also suggests that mass privatization in the
absence of a functioning legal system has strong negative effects on performance.
The situation in Russia and other CIS economies has been further aggravated by
the political and economic disintegration of the Soviet Union, including attempted
coups, a greater presence of organized crime and the spread of aggressive rent
seeking and corruption.
Inflation
A number of the transition economies experienced high inflation or hyperin-
flation as the communist system disintegrated. Poland, Slovenia, Albania, Bulgaria
and Romania all experienced at least one year from 1990 to 1993 when consumer
price inflation exceeded 200 percent; Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania all had one
year with inflation around 1000 percent; and Russia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan
experienced at least one year when inflation was above 2000 percent. Sometimes
these bouts of inflation arose after lifting price controls; in other cases, the infla-
tion grew out of financial sector crises. However, by the later part of the 1990s,
Type I reforms had shown that they could reduce inflation rates with speed and
effectiveness.
The first column of Table 1 shows rates of inflation for a selected group of
transition countries. The first group of countries are in central Europe, the second
set represents the northern part of eastern Europe (Baltic countries), the third set
represents the southern part of eastern Europe (Balkan countries), the fourth set
represents Russia and other countries in the Commonwealth of Independent
States; and the final panel offers some comparisons from the western European
economies and the United States. By 2001, inflation rates in many transition
economies were in single digits. Even countries that experienced very high rates of
inflation during the 1990s—Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Bulgaria, for exam-
ple—had inflation rates in the range of 9 to 35 percent by 2001. This outcome is
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important because annual inflation of 40 percent or less does not seem to have a
major negative impact on economic growth and consumer welfare (Bruno and
Easterly, 1995; Fischer, Sahay and Vegh, 1996).
Exchange Rates and Current Account
Most transition economies devalued their currency as a means of export
promotion and adopted a fixed exchange rate as part of macroeconomic stabiliza-
tion. They also significantly reoriented their foreign trade away from the old
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance arrangements and toward market econo-































Czech Republic 4.6 5.1 46.5 9.2 80 8.9
Hungary 9.4 5.4 67.8 3.5 80 6.5
Poland 6.6 6.0 42.8 3.0 70 16.1
Slovak Republic 7.1 3.8 53.5 4.0 75 18.6
Baltic Countries
Slovenia 7.7 3.0 33.4 1.3 55 7.0
Estonia 6.2 7.7 63.0 0.5 75 13.7
Latvia 3.3 7.1 66.2 2.0 65 14.3
Lithuania 2.0 6.4 43.8 1.4 70 16.1
Balkan Countries
Albania 4.0 6.3 29.1 9.2 75 17.1
Bulgaria 8.0 5.2 86.0 1.5 70 16.2
Romania 35.0 3.9 27.8 4.0 60 7.2
Commonwealth of Independent
States
Kazakhstan 8.7 2.0 67.6 1.5 60 6.3
Russia 22.4 10.2 62.0 0.0 70 10.0
Ukraine 16.0 1.4 33.2 3.0 60 4.2
Comparison Economies
European Union 1.8 0.4 na 0.2 na 8.2
United States 2.6 4.2 na 1.5 na 4.0
Notes: Data for 2000 are estimates and 2001 are projections.
Sources: Data in the first five columns are from: William Davidson Institute, based on EBRD Transition
Report, various issues; IMF World Economic Outlook, May 2001; OECD Economic Outlook, July 2001; UN
Transition at a Glance 2001; World Bank World Development Indicators 2001; and EIU-Datastream. Data for
column six is from William Davidson Institute, based on ILO (2000), World Bank (2001), EBRD various
issues, and OECD (2001), based on labor force surveys. Russian data from Sabirianova and Earle (2001)
using LFS figures, reported in Goskomstat (2000c), Goskomstat (1999a) and OECD (2000). Kazahkstan
value for 1999. Unless otherwise indicated, the data are generally annual averages of monthly, quarterly,
or semiannual data. For full source information, see http://www.wdi.bus.umich.edu.
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fixed exchange rates often became overvalued, leading in some cases to substantial
current account deficits. For instance, Russia, Albania, Kazakhstan and Bulgaria all
had at least one year between 1990 and 1993 when the current account deficit was
10 percent of GDP or greater. Most countries responded by devaluing their
currencies again and adopting more flexible exchange rate regimes, although
Bulgaria, Estonia and Lithuania have fixed their exchange rate through currency
boards as a means of long-term economic stabilization.
The second column of Table 1 shows that central and eastern Europe now has
current account deficits of moderate size, which would be expected for countries
that are seeking to attract a net inflow of foreign investment capital. However,
Russia and the other economies of the Commonwealth of Independent States are
often significant exporters of natural resources and are experiencing a net outflow
of investment funds, as shown by their current account surpluses.
External Debt and Financial Crises
A number of transition countries started the 1990s with high foreign indebt-
edness. In Bulgaria, Hungary and Poland, external debt exceeded 50 percent of
GDP in 1990. In Russia, external debt in 1990 was a whopping 148 percent of GDP.
Other transition economies, such as Romania, Slovenia, the Czech Republic and
Slovakia, had conservative regimes where foreign debt was less than 20 percent of
GDP in 1990.
These different initial conditions greatly affected the subsequent performance
of these countries. For instance, high-debt Poland succeeded in renegotiating its
debt, while high-debt Hungary serviced its debt in full. The Hungarian approach
imposed a heavy fiscal burden and induced a number of policies, including the
revenue-oriented form of large-scale privatization.
By the mid-1990s, most of the highly indebted countries reduced their debt
relative to GDP, while a number of the less indebted countries raised theirs. But
since about 1996, foreign indebtedness appears to have risen in the relatively more
indebted countries, especially Hungary and Russia. Indeed, Russia defaulted on its
sovereign debt in 1998. Interestingly, while the Russian financial crisis had a major
impact on the CIS countries that still have close trading relationships with Russia,
it had relatively little impact on the countries of central and eastern Europe or on
the Baltic nations, which had already reoriented most of their trade and commer-
cial relationships to western Europe.
The third column of Table 1 shows external debt as a share of GDP in 2000.
All the countries in the table have external debt in excess of 25 percent of GDP, but
leaving aside Bulgaria, none have external debt higher than 70 percent of GDP.
This level of external debt is in line with a number of other developing and some
developed countries. Unless accompanied by other destabilizing factors, such as a
high proportion of short-term debt that may suddenly not be refinanced as investor
sentiment shifts (as was the case in Russia), this level of debt is not especially
alarming.
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Budget and Taxes
Since under communism the government owned almost everything, taxes and
expenditures were transfers among centrally determined activities. The principal
taxes were a tax on turnover (inputs plus output), along with other taxes on
enterprises and payroll taxes. Tax rates changed often; indeed, in some countries,
tax liabilities seemed more a matter of negotiation than a requirement (Tanzi
and Tsibournes, 2000). Since most taxes were collected at the enterprise level,
many citizens were unaware of the heavy tax burden in the communist economies
and thus have resented the explicit taxes that have been introduced during the
transition.
As the transition unfolded, governments had to develop new fiscal institutions
for collecting taxes. This institutional development was one of the hardest Type II
reforms to achieve. While tax collection has been relatively effective in central and
eastern Europe, Russia and some other countries of the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States have faced significant declines in tax revenue, as many producers
have been operating through barter and accumulating tax arrears. At the same
time, the governments have been facing numerous public expenditures, including
infrastructure and the new social safety net. The relative inability of Russia and the
CIS nations to collect taxes is one reason why their social safety nets have been
much weaker than those in central and eastern Europe.
Many of the transition economies, especially those in central and eastern
Europe, have higher tax rates than other countries at a similar level of GDP per
capita. The highest tax burdens—35 percent to 42 percent of GDP—are found in
central Europe among the most advanced economic reformers, who rely primarily
on the payroll tax, value-added tax and personal income tax to finance government
programs (Tanzi and Tsiboures, 2000). The relatively high ratios of taxes to GDP
in transition economies have not prevented governments of many of these coun-
tries from running budget deficits. Thus, Albania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Lithuania, Kazakhstan, Russia, Slovakia and Ukraine have in a number of
years had annual budget deficits in excess of 5 percent of GDP. The fourth column
of Table 1 shows government budget balance as a share of GDP in 2001.
The patterns in public revenues and expenditures reflect local factors as well
as the mixed advice that the transition economies received from western countries
and institutions. The International Monetary Fund and the World Bank have
generally advised the transition economies to aim for balanced government bud-
gets or to run only small budget deficits while increasing the size of the private
sector and reducing the role of the government. The European Union also placed
emphasis on low budget deficits and imposed a 3 percent upper bound on the size
of the deficit relative to GDP as a precondition for entry into the union. However,
the European Union also requires that countries applying for EU membership
adopt a number of relatively costly social programs and structural measures, which
places upward pressure on government expenditures.
An especially problematic aspect of the public finances in many transition
economies is the increasing strain from the pension system. The countries of
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central and eastern Europe entered the transition with publicly funded pension
systems, almost universal coverage of the population, low retirement ages (on
average 60 for men and 55 for women), a high and growing ratio of retirees to
workers, high payroll tax contribution levels and high levels of promised benefits
relative to recently earned preretirement wages (World Bank, 1994; Svejnar, 1997).
Moreover, most of these systems practice a perverse redistribution of benefits from
lower-income workers to higher-income workers. The promises of these systems,
which are largely pay-as-you-go, are not sustainable. Several countries, including
Hungary, Poland, Latvia and Kazakhstan, have already moved to raise the retire-
ment age and to supplement the public retirement system by a multipillar public/
private retirement system with a funded component. Russia and other CIS coun-
tries face less of a public sector burden with regard to retirement costs, because the
level of government-promised retirement benefits is lower.
Given the fiscal pressure under which most of the transition economies oper-
ate, it is interesting to note that their governments have collected very little revenue
from privatization (Tanzi and Tsiboures, 2000). The average in central and eastern
Europe, as well as in the former Soviet Union, was only about 5 percent of GDP.
Hungary, which was most revenue oriented in its privatization, generated a total of
about 14 percent of GDP, which is still a very modest figure when spread over
several years.
Privatization and Creation of New Firms
In the early 1990s, most transition economies rapidly privatized small enter-
prises as part of their Type I reforms. This small-scale privatization was done mostly
through local auctions. It was instrumental in creating small- and medium-sized
enterprises in countries where most firms were, by ideological and practical design,
either large or very large. Casual evidence suggests that this shift in ownership
increased efficiency and quality of production.
Parallel developments were the breakups of state-owned enterprises (which
contributed to the growth in the number of firms), restructuring of firms and
management and increased competition. Breakups of small, average and somewhat
above-average size enterprises appear to have increased efficiency of both the
remaining master enterprises and the spun-off units (Lizal, Singer and Svejnar,
2001). Some of the broken-up firms were then privatized.
A large number of new (mostly small) firms were founded. These firms filled
niches in demand and started to compete with existing state-owned enterprises and
with imports. The growth of new firms has varied across countries. In general, it
proceeded more quickly and smoothly in central Europe than in eastern Europe
and the Commonwealth of Independent States. Gomulka (1994) and others at-
tribute much of the success of the Polish economy to the rising production in the
new firms.
Finally, in most countries, the majority of private assets were generated
through large-scale privatization, which differed in its method across countries.
What is remarkable, however, is how quickly most countries generated private
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ownership, irrespective of the particular privatization methods used. In 1990, the
private sector had perhaps 20 to 25 percent of GDP in Hungary and Poland, but
typically only 5 to 10 percent of GDP in other transition economies. But these
figures increased very quickly. As early as 1994, the private sector was more than
30 percent of GDP in all of the transition economies and represented half or more
of GDP in many countries, including Russia. The fifth column of Table 1 shows that
by 2000 the private sector share of GDP was at or above 60 percent in all of the
transition economies except Slovenia and in most of them it constituted 70 to
80 percent.
The effect of privatization on economic performance is surprisingly hard to
determine. At the country level, some of the fastest growing economies (Poland,
Slovenia and also China) have been among the slowest to privatize. In a
cross-country econometric study, Sachs, Zinnes and Eilat (2000) find that
privatization does not by itself increase GDP growth, but they find a positive
effect when privatization is accompanied by in-depth institutional reforms. Four
recent surveys make a range of assessments: finding no systematically significant
effect of privatization on performance (Bevan, Estrin and Schaffer, 1999);
concluding cautiously that privatization improves firm performance (Meggin-
son and Netter, 2001); and being fairly confident that privatization tends to
improve performance (Shirley and Walsh, 2000; Djankov and Murrell, 2000).
Clearly, the results are not conclusive. Many of the microeconometric studies
suffer from serious problems: small and unrepresentative samples of firms;
misreported or mismeasured data; limited controls for other major shocks that
occurred at the same time as privatization; a short period of observations after
privatization; and, above all, not controlling adequately for selectivity bias.
Selectivity bias is likely to be a particularly serious problem, since better
performing firms tend to be privatized first (Gupta, Ham and Svejnar, 2001).
Thus, comparing the post-privatization performance of privatized firms to the
performance of the remaining state-owned firms without controlling for selec-
tivity bias, as many studies do, will erroneously attribute the superior perfor-
mance of the privatized firms to privatization.
Domestic and Foreign Investment
The communist countries, like the east Asian tigers, were known for high rates
of investment, often exceeding 30 percent of GDP. These investment rates slowed
down to about 30 percent in the 1980s in a number of countries as governments
yielded to public pressure for more consumer goods. The investment rates declined
further to about 20 percent of GDP in the 1990s in a number of transition
economies (EBRD, 1996), although countries such as the Czech and Slovak Re-
publics maintained relatively high levels of investment. Unfortunately, much of this
investment appears to have been allocated inefficiently—by the monobank system
through the 1980s and by the inexperienced and often politicized or corrupt
commercial banks in the 1990s (Lizal and Svejnar, 2002). Indeed, trends in foreign
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direct investment may provide a better measure of the attractiveness of investment
in the transition economies than domestic investment figures.
As Figure 2 shows, until 1997, Hungary was the only transition economy
receiving a significant flow of foreign direct investment. Analysts usually attribute
this success to the fact that Hungary was more hospitable to and had well-defined
rules and regulations for foreign direct investment since the early 1980s. Starting in
1998, major foreign investments went to the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia.
However, many countries of eastern Europe remain, along with Russia, rather
unattractive to foreign direct investment. The rate of foreign direct investment
appears to increase with several factors: the proximity of the perceived date of
accession of a given country to the European Union; the desirability of the
country’s political, economic and legal environment; and the availability of attrac-
tive privatization projects in the country.
Employment Adjustment, Wage Setting and Unemployment
State-owned enterprises in all the transition economies rapidly decreased
employment and/or real wages in the early 1990s (Svejnar, 1999). In central
Europe, the greatest initial reduction in industrial employment occurred in Hun-
gary (over 20 percent), followed by Slovakia (over 13 percent), Poland (over
10 percent) and the Czech Republic (9 percent). The downward adjustment in
industrial wages proceeded in reverse order and amounted to 24 percent in the
Czech Republic, 21 percent in Slovakia and 1 percent in Poland. Hungarian real
wages in industry actually rose by 17 percent (Basu, Estrin and Svejnar, 2000). In
Russia and the rest of CIS, the adjustment brought a mixture of wage and employ-
ment adjustment (Desai and Idson, 2000), and the wage decline was more pro-
nounced than in central and eastern Europe (Boeri and Terrell, this issue). As
Basu, Estrin and Svejnar (1997, 2000) show, labor demand elasticities with respect
to output and wages were significant in the more market-oriented pretransition
economies, and they rose rapidly in central Europe as transition was launched.
Depending on the institutional setting in a given country, the sharp decline in
output at the start of the transition was hence absorbed more by employment or
wage decreases.
Figure 3 shows that in most transition economies, the employment decline
reached 15 percent to 30 percent in the 1990s. A continuous decline is observed in
Russia, Slovakia and Romania; an L-shaped pattern detected in Bulgaria, Hungary
and Slovenia; a U-shaped pattern in Poland; and a sideways S-shaped pattern in the
Czech Republic. When combined with the GDP data in Figure 1, the employment
data suggest that restructuring in the transition economies involved an initial
decline in labor productivity as output fell faster than employment and a subse-
quent rise in productivity as output and labor stopped declining. But a note of
caution is in order here. With production shifting from large to small firms, the
decline in employment (and output) may be less pronounced than suggested by
the official data, since small firms are harder to capture in official statistics.
Unemployment was unknown before the transition, but it emerged rapidly in
16 Journal of Economic Perspectives
central and eastern European countries, except for the Czech Republic. Within two
years after the start of the transition, the unemployment rate rose into double digits
in most economies of central and eastern Europe. By 1993, for example, the
unemployment rate reached 16 percent in Bulgaria and Poland, 12 percent in
Hungary and Slovakia, 10 percent in Romania, 9 percent in Slovenia, but only
3.5 percent in the Czech Republic. The high unemployment rates reflected high
rates of inflow into unemployment as firms laid off workers and relatively low
outflow rates from unemployment as the unemployed found it hard to find new
jobs. The Czech labor market was an ideal model of a transition labor market,
characterized by high inflows as well as outflows, with unemployment representing
a transitory state between old and new jobs (Ham, Svejnar and Terrell, 1998, 1999;
Svejnar, 1999; Boeri, 2000). Unemployment rose more slowly in the Common-
wealth of Independent States and the Baltic countries, as firms were slower to lay
off workers and used wage declines and arrears as devices to hold on to workers. In
1993, for example, unemployment in Russia and Estonia still hovered near
6 percent.
Over time, the patterns of unemployment have shown considerable differen-
tiation. The Czech Republic was the only central European country to enter
recession in the second half of the 1990s, and its unemployment rate correspond-
ingly rose to 8 percent. The fast-growing economies of Poland, Hungary, Slovenia
and, to a lesser extent, Slovakia managed to reduce their unemployment rates in
Figure 2
Foreign Direct Investment Per Capita
(net inflows in U.S. dollars recorded in the balance of payments, per capita)
Sources: William Davidson Institute, based on EBRD Transition Report 2001 Update, World Bank
Development Indicators 2001 and Davidson Institute staff calculations.
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the late 1990s. Conversely, the Commonwealth of Independent States and the
Baltic countries experienced gradual increases in unemployment as their transition
proceeded. By 1997, unemployment rates in Russia and Estonia were near
10 percent. By 1999–2000, the unemployment rate rose again in Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. It stabilized in countries such as
Hungary, Romania and Russia. As may be seen in column 6 of Table 1, with the
exception of Hungary, Slovenia and Romania, transition economies in 2000 had
relatively high unemployment rates that are at least as high as, and often signifi-
cantly exceed, those observed in the European Union.
While real wages in central and eastern Europe have increased by about
15 percent to 20 percent after their initial 25 percent decline in the 1989–1991
period, in Russia and a number of other CIS countries real wages declined until
1993 and stagnated or increased only moderately thereafter (Svejnar, 1999; EBRD,
2000). The trajectory of real incomes has thus been very different in the more- and
less-advanced transition economies.
The reduction in employment in the old state-owned firms along with the rise
in unemployment and establishment of new firms have brought about considerable




Source: William Davidson Institute, based on U.N. Economic Commission for Europe, Statistical
Division.
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models of the transition process, Jurajda and Terrell (2001) show that job creation
in new firms is not necessarily tightly linked to job destruction in the old firms,
since many new jobs have been created even in economies (such as the Czech
Republic) that experienced low rates of job destruction. Sabirianova (2000) pro-
vides a related structural insight that much of the labor mobility consisted of
occupational rather than geographic change, with individuals moving from one
occupation to another within regions, as jobs in old occupations were destroyed
and opportunities in new occupations were created. Compared to the U.S. labor
market, where individuals move more geographically than occupationally, the
transition has led to more occupational rather than geographic mobility.
Data on income distribution, expressed in the form of Gini coefficients, are
summarized in Table 2.3 The communist countries had highly egalitarian income
distributions. In central and eastern Europe, the Gini coefficients ranged from 20
in Czechoslovakia and Slovenia to 25 in Poland in the late 1980s. The 1988
Ukrainian Gini coefficient of 23 (based on survey data) and the 1991 Russian
coefficient of 26 based on the registry wage data of the Russian Statistical Office
(Goskomstat) suggest that income distribution was relatively egalitarian in the
former Soviet Union as well. However, inequality increased during the 1990s, with
the Gini coefficient reaching 26–34 in central and eastern Europe, 30 in Ukraine
and 40 in Russia. These coefficients bring inequality in the transition economies
into the range spanned by capitalist economies from the relatively egalitarian
Sweden to the relatively inegalitarian United States and in line with developing
countries such as India. However, while the central and eastern European data
seem to reflect reality, the Russian and Ukrainian data may well understate the
extent of inequality. In particular, the Goskomstat data are based on wages that
firms are supposed to be paying to workers, but many Russian firms have not been
paying contractual wages (Desai and Idson, 2000). In Table 2, a second row for
Russia and Ukraine shows inequality based on survey data from the Russian
Longitudinal Monitoring Survey of households. These data suggest that income
inequality in Russia and Ukraine has reached much higher levels—a Gini coeffi-
cient of 47–50—which resembles the level of inequality found in developing
economies with the most inegalitarian distribution of income, like Brazil.
The relatively egalitarian structure of income distribution in central and
eastern European countries has been brought about by their social safety nets,
which rolled back inequality that would have been brought about by market forces
alone (Garner and Terrell, 1998). Conversely, the Russian social safety net has been
regressive—it has made the distribution of income more unequal than it would
have been without it (Commander, Tolstopiatenko and Yemtsov, 1999).
3 The Gini coefficient varies from 0 to 100, with 0 representing a perfectly egalitarian distribution of
income (every individual or household receiving the same income) and 100 denoting the most
inegalitarian distribution (one person or household receiving all income).
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Life Expectancy
A number of social indicators suggest that average living standards improved
moderately during the transition in central Europe, improved slightly in the Baltic
countries, remained about the same or declined slightly in the Balkan countries not
involved in wars and declined in Russia and the CIS. The data on life expectancy
presented in Table 3 display this pattern. For comparison, between 1989 and 1999,
life expectancy at birth increased by about two years from 75 to 76.9 years in the
United States and from 76.5 to 78.5 years in France. During the same period, life
expectancy increased by one to three years in most central European countries;
increased slightly in the Baltic countries; declined slightly in Albania, Bulgaria and
Romania; and declined by 3.5 years in Russia, over three years in Ukraine and
almost four years in Kazakhstan. The decline in life expectancy in Russia, Ukraine
and Kazakhstan during the transition hence represents a major break from increas-
ing life expectancies in the past. Disaggregated data indicate that the decline in life
expectancy in the CIS countries is largely due to the early deaths of middle-aged
males, who are presumably more exposed to stress and resort to heavy alcohol
consumption.
Table 2
Income Inequality: Gini Coefficients
Late 1980s Early 1990s Late 1990s
Year Gini Year Gini Year Gini
Central Europe
Czech Republic 1988 20.0 1992 23.0 1996 26.0
Hungary 1987 24.4 1992 26.0 1998 25.3
Poland 1987 25.0 1993 29.8 1998 32.7
Slovak Republic 1988 19.5 1993 21.5 1996 26.3
Slovenia 1987 19.8 1993 24.1 1996 26.1
Baltic Countries
Estonia 1987–90 24.0 1993–94 35.0 1996–99 37.0
Latvia 1987–90 24.0 1995 31.0 1996–99 32.0
Lithuania 1987–90 23.0 1993–94 33.0 1996–99 34.0
Balkan Countries
Bulgaria 1989 21.7 1993 33.3 1997 34.1
Romania 1989 23.3 1994 28.6 1997 30.5
Commonwealth of Independent States
Russiaa 1991 26.0 1993 39.8 2000 39.9
Russiab 1992 54.3 1994 45.5 1996 51.8
Ukrainea — na 1996 33.4 1999 30.0
Ukraineb 1988 23.3 1995 47.0 — na
Notes: abased on Goskomstat data; bbased on survey data.
Sources: William Davidson Institute based on various sources and Davidson Institute staff calculations. See
the following website for full source information: http://www.wdi.bus.umich.edu.
Gini 
¥j  1
n ¥i  1
n yi  yj
2n2y
, where yi is income of person i, y is mean income, and n is the number of
persons.
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Fertility
Fertility data in Table 3 indicate that the number of births per woman declined
dramatically in virtually all the transition economies in the 1990s, as compared to
the counterpart numbers in western countries and to the trend in the 1980s. As of
1989, the transition and western countries had similar ranges of fertility rates, from
1.5 in Slovenia to 2.2 in Romania among the transition countries, and from 1.4 in
Germany to 2.0 in the United States. In the 1990s, fertility rates declined modestly
in western Europe and rose slightly in the United States. In contrast, in Russia and
Ukraine, the fertility rates plummeted from about 2 to 1.3. The rate of decline is
substantial in all the other transition economies.
Marriage and Divorce Rates
As may be seen from Table 4, marriage rates have been declining over time
in most western as well as transition economies. Moreover, marriage rates in
continental European countries have traditionally been lower than in the United
Table 3
Life Expectancy and Fertility
Life Expectancy at Birth
(total years)
Fertility rate
(total births per woman)
1980 1989 1999 1980 1989 1999
Central Europe
Czech Republic 70.3 71.7 74.6 2.07 1.87 1.17
Hungary 69.5 69.5 70.6 1.91 1.78 1.32
Poland 70.1 71.0 73.2 2.28 2.08 1.40
Slovak Republic 70.4 71.0 72.7 2.31 2.08 1.37
Slovenia 70.3 72.7 75.1 2.08 1.52 1.24
Baltic Countries
Estonia 69.1 70.1 70.6 2.02 2.21 1.23
Latvia 69.1 70.1 69.8 2.00 2.05 1.11
Lithuania 70.7 71.5 72.1 1.97 1.98 1.35
Balkan Countries
Albania 69.3 72.5 72.1 3.62 3.00 2.40
Bulgaria 71.4 71.8 71.1 2.05 1.90 1.13
Romania 69.1 69.5 69.5 2.43 2.20 1.32
Commonwealth of Independent States
Kazakhstan 66.6 68.3 64.8 2.90 2.82 2.00
Russia 67.1 69.3 65.8 1.88 2.01 1.25
Ukraine 69.2 70.5 67.3 1.99 1.99 1.30
Comparison Countries
France 74.3 76.5 78.5 1.95 1.79 1.77
Germany 72.6 — 77.0 1.44 1.42 1.35
United Kingdom 73.8 — 77.2 1.89 1.80 1.71
United States 73.66 75.02 76.91 1.84 2.01 2.06
Sources: William Davidson Institute, based on the World Bank World Development Indicators 2001, and the
Global Market Information Database.
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Kingdom and United States. But the rate of decline in marriage rates accelerated
in most transition economies. In 1989, marriage rates in the Soviet republics and
the Czech part of Czechoslovakia were in a range of 8 percent to 10 percent. By
2000, these transition economies recorded marriage rates of 3.3 percent to 6
percent.
Conversely, the data in Table 4 indicate that the propensity to divorce does
not seem to have been much affected by the transition. Indeed, while divorce
rates rose in western European countries in the 1990s, they declined in many
transition economies, including Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Kazakhstan, Russia
and Ukraine.
Hence, while one might expect that the psychological stress and economic
hardship of the transition would result in increased breakups of families, on the
whole this has not been the case. The transition appears to have had a strong
negative effect on marriage formation and fertility, but it has not destroyed existing
marriages.
Table 4





1980 1989 2000 1980 1989 2000
Central Europe
Czech Republic 7.6 8.6 4.3 2.6 3.0 3.1
Hungary 7.5 6.3 4.6 2.6 2.4 2.6
Poland 8.6 6.8 3.6 1.1 1.2 1.2
Slovak Republic 7.9 7.6 5.0 1.3 1.6 1.6
Slovenia 6.5 4.9 3.7 1.2 1.1 1.1
Baltic Countries
Estonia 8.8 8.1 3.5 4.1 3.8 3.2
Latvia 9.8 9.0 3.3 5.0 4.2 2.5
Lithuania 9.2 9.4 5.0 3.2 3.3 3.3
Balkan Countries
Albania — — — — — —
Bulgaria 7.9 7.0 4.0 1.5 1.4 1.2
Romania 8.2 7.7 5.9 1.5 1.6 1.9
Commonwealth of Independent States
Kazakhstan — 10.0 6.0 — 2.8 2.2
Russia 10.6 9.4 5.0 4.2 4.0 3.1
Ukraine 9.3 9.5 6.0 — 3.7 3.5
Comparison Countries
France 6.2 5.0 4.9 1.5 1.9 2.0
Germany 6.3 — 5.4 1.8 2.0 2.4
United Kingdom 14.8 14.0 10.6 2.8 2.9 3.2
United States 10.5 9.7 8.5 5.2 4.7 4.6
Sources: William Davidson Institute, based on the World Bank World Development Indicators 2001, and the
Global Market Information Database.
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Attitudes
People’s attitudes toward the transition provide interesting information that
complements the evidence on behavior. Table 5 presents several findings from a
1999 study carried out by the Public Opinion Research Center (1999) on national
random samples of 1,018 individuals in the Czech Republic, 1,523 individuals in
Hungary and 1,111 individuals in Poland. These three countries are the most
advanced transition economies. They have succeeded in joining OECD and NATO,
and they are among the five front-runners for admission to the European Union.
However, the findings reflect quite negative attitudes toward the benefits of the
transition during the 1989–1999 decade.
In all three countries, the majority of individuals feel that it was worthwhile to
change the political and economic system, with the largest majority (67 percent)
being found in Poland, where the political revolts in the 1980s were the strongest
and the GDP growth in the 1990s the fastest. However, in each country many more
people believe that the losses from transition exceeded the gains rather than the
reverse. Similarly, in each country, more respondents feel that their “material
conditions of living are now a little worse” rather than the reverse. The attitud-
inal survey hence provides a sobering assessment of how people in the most
advanced transition economies feel about the benefits and costs of the transition.
It is likely that the sentiment in the more poorly performing countries is even more
pessimistic.
Assessment
The performance of the former Soviet bloc economies during the first twelve
years of the transition has been disappointing. While many important structural
transformations have taken place, the relative gap in per capita income between
these countries and the advanced economies has widened. A major problem for the
transition economies was clearly the initial recession that set them back relative to
the advanced economies. In Russia, Ukraine and other CIS countries, this depres-
sion lasted almost a decade. Transition countries further east have on average
performed worse than their more western counterparts, which suggests that
geography-related initial conditions have been important in the transition process.
The central European countries, located most to the west among the transition
economies, have historically shared the same alphabet and religions, had similar
educational and bureaucratic systems, and intensively traded and otherwise inter-
acted with countries in western Europe. They, together with the Balkan countries,
were under the Soviet system for only four decades, as compared to five decades in
the case of the Baltic countries and seven decades in the countries of the Com-
monwealth of Independent States. Finally, the countries of central Europe were the
first to aspire and be encouraged to prepare for entry to the European Union. The
physical proximity and sense of historical belonging to Europe hence seems to have
provided an important advantage for the “western” transition economies in moving
from the Soviet-style system to a democratic and market-oriented system. However,
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the fact that the western-most transition economy, the Czech Republic, has per-
formed worse than others since the mid-1990s indicates that geography does not
provide a complete explanation and that policies do matter.4
4 An interesting counterfactual approach to assessing the validity of initial conditions versus policies as
explanations is to ask how an aggressive effort by western countries would have affected the transition.
For example, consider East Germany, which received enormous capital inflows from West Germany
($80–100 billion annually) to build modern infrastructure and also received a modern legal and
institutional infrastructure by absorption into a united Germany. However, West Germany also feared a
flood of businesses to low-wage East Germany and a flood of East Germans coming west for higher wages
and welfare benefits. It thus passed a set of rules that raised labor cost per worker in eastern Germany
from about 10 percent of the western German level to about 80 percent. This dramatic jump in labor
cost, combined with relatively low labor productivity, made firms in eastern Germany retrench and
forced many of them out of existence. Since the early 1990s, open and disguised unemployment in
eastern Germany has been at about twice the level of unemployment in the central European transition
economies. Any substantial western plan to assist transition countries would have offered lower subsidies
and created less legal and institutional reform than occurred in East Germany, although the effects of
such financial subsidies, institutional reforms and market access could nonetheless have been substan-







From a temporal perspective, do
you think that it was
worthwhile to change the
political and economic
system?
Czech Republic 55% 32% 13%
Hungary 46% 40% 13%









Have the changes taking place in
your country since 1989
brought people more losses
than gains?
Czech Republic 23% 42% 31% 4%
Hungary 15% 28% 45% 12%
Poland 24% 30% 37% 8%
Please compare your present
situation with the situation










The opportunities of having an
impact on the political life in
the country are now:
Czech Republic 20% 37% 20% 23%
Hungary 41% 29% 14% 16%
Poland 30% 44% 14% 12%
Material conditions of living Czech Republic 30% 29% 33% 8%
are now: Hungary 12% 16% 66% 6%
Poland 25% 19% 46% 10%
Your life is now generally: Czech Republic 35% 30% 29% 6%
Hungary 18% 27% 49% 6%
Poland 28% 23% 40% 9%
Source: Public Opinion Research Center (1999).
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Interestingly, the initial conditions had little impact on whether the countries
carried out Type I reforms—macroeconomic stabilization, price liberalization,
reduction of direct subsidies, breakup of trusts, state-owned enterprises and the
monobank system, removal of barriers to the creation of new firms, carrying out
small-scale privatization and introduction of a social safety net—which all transition
economies carried out quickly. However, initial conditions did affect Type II
reforms: large-scale privatization, further (in-depth) development of a commercial
banking sector and effective tax system, labor market regulations and institutions
related to the social safety net, and establishment and enforcement of a market-
oriented legal system and accompanying institutions. The reform of greatest im-
portance seems to be that countries that placed emphasis on the development of a
functioning legal framework and corporate governance of firms, like Hungary,
Poland and Slovenia, have performed better than those that did not, like the Czech
Republic, Russia and Ukraine. On a related note, evidence suggests that large-scale
privatization can be handled in a variety of ways, or even delayed, as long as the
state-owned firms face the discipline of needing to earn their way without govern-
ment bailouts and as long as new firms appear through new creation, breakups of
old firms and foreign investment.
When Will the Transition be Over?
Since transition is a process, it is natural to ask when it is likely to be completed.
The answer depends on how one defines the terminal point. A number of analysts
are on record on this issue and their definitions differ considerably.
Janos Kornai (1999) views the end of transition as a situation in which the
communist parties have lost monopoly political power, the private sector accounts
for the majority of GDP and the market is the dominant coordinator of economic
activities. According to this sensible definition, rooted in a radical shift in political
power and a fundamental structural change in the economy, the transition is in
most countries over—and has been so for the last five years.
From a different angle, Alan Gelb (1999) sees the end of transition as a state
when the problems and the policy issues confronted by today’s “transition coun-
tries” resemble those faced by other countries at similar levels of development. This
definition relies on notions of economic development and also makes good sense.
Based on this definition, one may also argue that the transition is over. The fact that
private sector analysts such as Morgan Stanley and publications such as The Econo-
mist increasingly place advanced transition countries into the general category of
“emerging market economies” also supports this point of view.
But whatever the logic of these arguments, most citizens of the transition
demands that expensive social programs be enacted. Likely results would have been a faster rise in living
standards for the employed, higher unemployment rates and more unequal income distributions in
transition economies. The overall effect on economic growth and other performance indicators would
have depended on which effects dominated.
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countries do not feel that they have accomplished the transition. I believe that this
is because most have been implicitly equating the transition with a process that will
make them partners with the relatively advanced countries in the world in general
and with western Europe in particular. Taking this aspect into account, I would
define the end of transition as a state when these economies replace central
planning by a functioning market system and when they generate rapid and
sustainable rates of economic growth that enable them to interact with the more
advanced market economies without major forms of protection. Estonia, Poland,
the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovenia and possibly Slovakia will presumably reach
this stage in a few years when they fully enter the European Union. Others have a
much longer way to go.
y First drafts of all the papers in this symposium were originally presented at a Journal of
Economic Perspectives conference at CERGE-EI, Prague, Czech Republic, on March 24,
2001, with funding from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. The present paper benefited
from comments by Brad De Long, Saul Estrin, Jan Hanousek, Evzen Kocenda, Alan Krueger,
Sergei Slobodyan, Timothy Taylor, Katherine Terrell, Michael Waldman and a number of
participants at the symposium. I would especially like to thank Cristina Negrut for her
valuable assistance with preparing the tables and figures for this paper. The author’s research
benefited from the National Science Foundation Grant No. SES 0111783, ACE grant
P98-1129-R and ACE grant P98-1008-R.
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Jurajda, Štěpán and Katherine Terrell. 2001.
“Optimal Speed of Transition: Micro Evidence
from the Czech Republic and Estonia.” Working
Paper No. 355, William Davidson Institute.
Kornai, Janos. 1999. “Reforming the Welfare
State in Postsocialist Economies,” in When is
Transition Over? Annette Brown, ed. Kalamazoo,
Mich.: W.E. Upjohn Institute for Employment
Research, chapter 6.
Li, Wei. 1999. “A Tale of Two Reforms.” RAND
Journal of Economics. 30:1, pp. 120–36.
Lizal, Lubomir, Miroslav Singer and Jan Svej-
nar. 2001. “Enterprise Break-ups and Perfor-
mance During the Transition From Plan to Mar-
ket.” Review of Economics and Statistics. 83:1, pp.
92–99.
Lizal, Lubomir and Jan Svejnar. 2002. “Invest-
ment, Credit Rationing and the Soft Budget
Constraint: Evidence from Czech Panel Data.”
Review of Economics and Statistics. Forthcoming.
Megginson, William and Jeffrey Netter. 2001.
“From State to Market: A Survey of Empirical
Studies on Privatization.” Journal of Economic Lit-
erature. June, 39:2, pp. 321–89.
Public Opinion Research Center. 1999. “Was
It Worthwhile? The Czechs, Hungarians and
Poles on the Changes of the Last Decade.” War-
saw, Poland, November. Available at http://
www.cbos.pl/ENGLISH/cbos_en.htm.
Roland, Gerard and T. Verdier. 1999. “Tran-
sition and the Output Fall.” Economics of Transi-
tion. 7:1, pp. 1–28.
Rosati, Dariusz. 1994. “Output Decline Dur-
ing Transition from Plan to Market.” Economics of
Transition. 2:4, pp. 419–42.
Transition Economies: Performance and Challenges 27
Sabirianova, Klara. 2000. “The Great Human
Capital Reallocation: An Empirical Analysis of
Occupational Mobility in Transitional Russia.”
Working Paper No. 309, William Davidson Insti-
tute, October.
Sabirianova, Klara and John Earle. 2001.
“Coping with Crisis: Russian Labor Markets in
Transition.” Working Paper.
Sachs, Jeffrey, Clifford Zinnes and Yair Eilat.
2000. “The Gains from Privatization in Transi-
tion Economies: Is Change of Ownership
Enough?” CAER II Discussion Paper 63, Harvard
Institute for International Development.
Shirley, Mary and Patrick Walsh. 2000. Public
versus Private Ownership: The Current State of the
Debate. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
Svejnar, Jan. 1997. “Pensions in the Former
Soviet Bloc: Problems and Solutions,” in
The Coming Global Pension Crisis. Conference
Proceedings, Council on Foreign Relations.
Available at http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/
cfr01.
Svejnar, Jan. 1999. “Labor Markets in the
Transitional Central and East European Econo-
mies,” in Handbook of Labor Economics, Volume 3B.
Orley Ashenfelter and David Card, eds. Amster-
dam: North Holland, chapter 42.
Tanzi, Vito and George Tsiboures. 2000. “Fis-
cal Reform over Ten Years of Transition.” IMF
Working Paper WP/00/113.
World Bank. 1994. Averting the Old Age Crisis.
New York: Oxford University Press.
28 Journal of Economic Perspectives
This article has been cited by:
1. Chiara Franco, Elisa Gerussi. 2013. Trade, foreign direct investments (FDI) and income inequality:
Empirical evidence from transition countries. The Journal of International Trade & Economic
Development 22:8, 1131-1160. [CrossRef]
2. Walid Saffar. 2013. The political economy of share issue privatization: International evidence. Journal
of Multinational Financial Management . [CrossRef]
3. George A. Shinkle, Aldas P. Kriauciunas, Greg Hundley. 2013. Why pure strategies may be wrong for
transition economy firms. Strategic Management Journal 34:10, 1244-1254. [CrossRef]
4. Jesús Crespo-Cuaresma, Octavio Fernández-Amador. 2013. Business cycle convergence in EMU: A
second look at the second moment. Journal of International Money and Finance 37, 239-259. [CrossRef]
5. Ayana Seidimbek. 2013. Nazarbayev University: Integration of Western and Central Asian Educational
Systems. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 89, 682-686. [CrossRef]
6. Jesús Crespo-Cuaresma, Octavio Fernández-Amador. 2013. Business cycle convergence in EMU: A
first look at the second moment. Journal of Macroeconomics 37, 265-284. [CrossRef]
7. Roberto Golinelli, Riccardo Rovelli. 2013. Did growth and reforms increase citizens' support for the
transition?. European Journal of Political Economy 30, 112-137. [CrossRef]
8. Ernesto Crivelli. 2013. Fiscal impact of privatization revisited: The role of tax revenues in transition
economies. Economic Systems 37:2, 217-232. [CrossRef]
9. Frank Neher. 2013. Markets wanted: expectation overshooting in transition economies. International
Review of Economics 60:2, 187-219. [CrossRef]
10. Audra I. Mockaitis, Laura Salciuviene, Pervez N. Ghauri. 2013. On What Do Consumer Product
Preferences Depend? Determining Domestic versus Foreign Product Preferences in an Emerging
Economy Market. Journal of International Consumer Marketing 25:3, 166-180. [CrossRef]
11. George A. Shinkle, Brian T. McCann. 2013. New product deployment: The moderating influence of
economic institutional context. Strategic Management Journal n/a-n/a. [CrossRef]
12. Riccardo Rovelli, Anzelika Zaiceva. 2013. Did support for economic and political reforms increase
during the post-communist transition, and if so, why?. Economics of Transition 21:2, 193-240.
[CrossRef]
13. Anna Alon. 2013. Complexity and Dual Institutionality: The Case of IFRS Adoption in Russia.
Corporate Governance: An International Review 21:1, 42-57. [CrossRef]
14. Jiří Večerník. 2013. The changing role of education in the distribution of earnings and household
income. Economics of Transition 21:1, 111-133. [CrossRef]
15. Ulrich Brasche 397-464. [CrossRef]
16. Wendy Carlin, Mark Schaffer, Paul Seabright. 2013. Soviet power plus electrification: What is the
long-run legacy of communism?. Explorations in Economic History 50:1, 116-147. [CrossRef]
17. Ernesto Crivelli. 2012. Local governments’ fiscal balance and privatization in transition countries 1.
Economics of Transition 20:4, 677-703. [CrossRef]
18. Thomas Vendryes. 2012. PEASANTS AGAINST PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS: A REVIEW
OF THE LITERATURE. Journal of Economic Surveys no-no. [CrossRef]
19. Nigel Swain. 2011. A Post-Socialist Capitalism. Europe-Asia Studies 63:9, 1671-1695. [CrossRef]
20. Joseph Ofori-Dankwa, Scott D. Julian. 2011. Utilizing an Integrative Multilens Model. International
Studies of Management and Organization 41:2, 5-25. [CrossRef]
21. Gábor Kertesi, Gábor Kézdi. 2011. Roma employment in Hungary after the post-communist
transition1. Economics of Transition 19:3, 563-610. [CrossRef]
22. Matjaž Koman, Ljubica Knežević Cvelbar, Anðelko Lojpur, Janez Prašnikar. 2011. Effects of
Ownership and Management Changes on Productivity in Privatized Montenegrin Firms. Eastern
European Economics 49:3, 5-25. [CrossRef]
23. El-hadj Bah, Josef C. Brada, Taner Yigit. 2011. With a little help from our friends: The effect
of USAID assistance on SME growth in a transition economy. Journal of Comparative Economics .
[CrossRef]
24. Tommaso Nannicini, Andreas Billmeier. 2011. Economies in Transition: How Important Is Trade
Openness for Growth?*. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics no-no. [CrossRef]
25. George A. Shinkle, Aldas P. Kriauciunas. 2011. The impact of current and founding institutions on
strength of competitive aspirations in transition economies. Strategic Management Journal n/a-n/a.
[CrossRef]
26. Aleksandra Gregorič, Katarina Zajc, Marko Simoneti. 2010. Agents’ response to inefficient judiciary:
social norms and the law in transition. European Journal of Law and Economics . [CrossRef]
27. Faith Hatani. 2010. Flexible strategy mix for central Europe: A process data analysis. Thunderbird
International Business Review 52:6, 605-616. [CrossRef]
28. Ahmad Arslan, Jorma Larimo. 2010. Ownership Strategy of Multinational Enterprises and the Impacts
of Regulative and Normative Institutional Distance: Evidence from Finnish Foreign Direct Investments
in Central and Eastern Europe. Journal of East-West Business 16:3, 179-200. [CrossRef]
29. Olivier Furrer, Carolyn P. Egri, David A. Ralston, Wade M. Danis, Emmanuelle Reynaud, Irina
Naoumova, Mario Molteni, Arunas Starkus, Fidel León Darder, Marina Dabic, Amandine Furrer-
Perrinjaquet. 2010. Attitudes toward Corporate Responsibilities in Western Europe and in Central and
East Europe. Management International Review 50:3, 379-398. [CrossRef]
30. A. THORPE, R. VAN ANROOY. 2010. Strategies for the rehabilitation of the inland fisheries sector
in Central Asia. Fisheries Management and Ecology 17:2, 134-140. [CrossRef]
31. Alexei Izyumov. 2010. Human Costs of Post-communist Transition: Public Policies and Private
Response. Review of Social Economy 68:1, 93-125. [CrossRef]
32. George A Shinkle, Aldas P Kriauciunas. 2010. Institutions, size and age in transition economies:
Implications for export growth. Journal of International Business Studies 41:2, 267-286. [CrossRef]
33. Joanna Tyrowicz, Piotr Wójcik. 2010. Some Stylized Facts on Unemployment Dynamics in Transition.
Eastern European Economics 48:1, 5-22. [CrossRef]
34. Julia Gray. 2009. International Organization as a Seal of Approval: European Union Accession and
Investor Risk. American Journal of Political Science 53:4, 931-949. [CrossRef]
35. Peter F. Orazem, Milan Vodopivec. 2009. Do Market Pressures Induce Economic Efficiency? The Case
of Slovenian Manufacturing, 1994–2001. Southern Economic Journal 76:2, 553-576. [CrossRef]
36. Saul Estrin,, Jan Hanousek,, Evžen Kočenda,, Jan Svejnar. 2009. The Effects of Privatization and
Ownership in Transition Economies. Journal of Economic Literature 47:3, 699-728. [Abstract] [View
PDF article] [PDF with links]
37. Gianni De Fraja, Barbara M. Roberts. 2009. Privatization in Polandï¿½ What was the government
trying to achieve?. Economics of Transition 17:3, 531-557. [CrossRef]
38. Marjan Senjur. 2009. The transition experience in retrospect: the labour market transformation was
vital. Post-Communist Economies 21:2, 175-189. [CrossRef]
39. JIAHUA CHE. 2009. A Dynamic Model of Privatization with Endogenous Post-Privatization
Performance. Review of Economic Studies 76:2, 563-596. [CrossRef]
40. Jiří Večerník. 2009. Le revenu des ménages en République tchèque après 1989 Hausse et changement
de structure des inégalités. Revue d’études comparatives Est-Ouest 40:01, 175. [CrossRef]
41. Thomas Lange. 2009. Attitudes, attributes and institutions: Determining job satisfaction in Central
and Eastern Europe. Employee Relations 31:1, 81-97. [CrossRef]
42. Alexandra Kaar, Alma ŠehicInformation provision by public authorities and business partners in
Southeast Europe: Effects on firm performance 4, 249-271. [CrossRef]
43. K EGGLESTON, J WANG, K RAO. 2008. From plan to market in the health sector?China’s
experience. Journal of Asian Economics 19:5-6, 400-412. [CrossRef]
44. B. Hámori, K. Szabó, A. Derecskei, H. Hurta, L. Tóth. 2008. Competitive and cooperative attitudes
in the transforming economy of Hungary. Acta Oeconomica 58:3, 263-294. [CrossRef]
45. Juan Cristóbal Campoy, Juan Carlos Negrete. 2008. Rigidities and Inflationary Bias in a Monetary
Union: The Consequences of EU Enlargement. Review of Development Economics 12:3, 636-654.
[CrossRef]
46. Jochen A. Jungeilges, Theis Theisen. 2008. A comparative study of equity judgements in Lithuania
and Norway. The Journal of Socio-Economics 37:3, 1090-1118. [CrossRef]
47. Polona Domadenik, Janez Prašnikar, Jan Svejnar. 2008. Restructuring of firms in transition:
ownership, institutions and openness to trade. Journal of International Business Studies 39:4, 725-746.
[CrossRef]
48. Alexei Izyumov, John Vahaly. 2008. Old Capital vs. New Investment in Post-Soviet Economies:
Conceptual Issues and Estimates. Comparative Economic Studies 50:1, 79-110. [CrossRef]
49. Alvaro Cuervo-Cazurra. 2008. Better the devil you don't know: Types of corruption and FDI in
transition economies. Journal of International Management 14:1, 12-27. [CrossRef]
50. Modestas Gelbuda, Klaus E. Meyer, Andrew Delios. 2008. International business and institutional
development in Central and Eastern Europe. Journal of International Management 14:1, 1-11.
[CrossRef]
51. Anna Maria Ferragina, Francesco Pastore. 2008. MIND THE GAP: UNEMPLOYMENT IN THE
NEW EU REGIONS. Journal of Economic Surveys 22:1, 73-113. [CrossRef]
52. R. Duane Ireland, Laszlo Tihanyi, Justin W. Webb. 2008. A Tale of Two Politico-Economic Systems:
Implications for Entrepreneurship in Central and Eastern Europe. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice
32:1, 107-130. [CrossRef]
53. Wolfgang Aussenegg, Ranko Jelic. 2007. The Operating Performance of Newly Privatised Firms in
Central European Transition Economies. European Financial Management 13:5, 853-879. [CrossRef]
54. Alexei Izyumov, John Vahaly. 2007. New capital accumulation in transition economies: implications for
capital-labor and capital-output ratios. Economic Change and Restructuring 39:1-2, 63-83. [CrossRef]
55. John Bennett, Saul Estrin, Giovanni Urga. 2007. Methods of privatization and economic growth in
transition economies. The Economics of Transition 15:4, 661-683. [CrossRef]
56. Michał Myck, Leszek Morawski, Jerzy Mycielski. 2007. Employment fluctuations and dynamics of the
aggregate average wage in Poland, 1996?2003. The Economics of Transition 15:4, 759-779. [CrossRef]
57. Valery Lazarev, Paul Gregory. 2007. Structural convergence in Russia’s economic transition, 1990–
2002. Economic Change and Restructuring 40:3, 281-304. [CrossRef]
58. Kanybek Nur-tegin. 2007. Do Transition Economies and Developing Countries Have Similar
Destinies?. Atlantic Economic Journal 35:3, 327-342. [CrossRef]
59. Laszlo Tihanyi, W. Harvey Hegarty. 2007. Political Interests and the Emergence of Commercial
Banking in Transition Economies. Journal of Management Studies 44:5, 788-813. [CrossRef]
60. Luca Benedictis, Lucia Tajoli. 2007. Economic integration and similarity in trade structures. Empirica
34:2, 117-137. [CrossRef]
61. Josephine E. Olson, Irene H. Frieze, Sally Wall, Bozena Zdaniuk, Anuška Ferligoj, Tina Kogovšek,
Jasna Horvat, Nataša Šarlija, Eva Jarošová, Daniela Pauknerová, Lan Anh Nguyen Luu, Mònika
Kovacs, Jolanta Miluska, Aida Orgocka, Ludmila Erokhina, Olga V. Mitina, Ludmila V. Popova, Nijolė
Petkevičiūtė, Mirjana Pejic-Bach, Slavka Kubušová, Maja Rus Makovec. 2007. Beliefs in Equality for
Women and Men as Related to Economic Factors in Central and Eastern Europe and the United States.
Sex Roles 56:5-6, 297-308. [CrossRef]
62. S BHAUMIK, S ESTRIN. 2007. How transition paths differ: Enterprise performance in Russia and
China. Journal of Development Economics 82:2, 374-392. [CrossRef]
63. Serguey Braguinsky, Roger Myerson. 2007. A macroeconomic model of Russian transition. Economics
of Transition 15:1, 77-107. [CrossRef]
64. Paul Frijters, Ingo Geishecker, John P. Haisken-DeNew, Michael A. Shields. 2006. Can the Large
Swings in Russian Life Satisfaction be Explained by Ups and Downs in Real Incomes?. Scandinavian
Journal of Economics 108:3, 433-458. [CrossRef]
65. WOLFGANG RÜDIG. 2006. Is government good for Greens? Comparing the electoral effects of
government participation in Western and East-Central Europe. European Journal of Political Research
45:s1, S127-S154. [CrossRef]
66. Aldas Kriauciunas, Prashant Kale. 2006. The impact of socialist imprinting and search on resource
change: a study of firms in lithuania. Strategic Management Journal 27:7, 659-679. [CrossRef]
67. Thorsten Beck, Luc Laeven. 2006. Institution building and growth in transition economies. Journal
of Economic Growth 11:2, 157-186. [CrossRef]
68. Janos Kornai. 2006. The great transformation of Central Eastern Europe. Success and
disappointment1. The Economics of Transition 14:2, 207-244. [CrossRef]
69. S STILLMAN. 2006. Health and nutrition in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union during the
decade of transition: A review of the literature. Economics & Human Biology 4:1, 104-146. [CrossRef]
70. Luka Juvancic, Emil Erjavec. 2005. Intertemporal analysis of employment decisions on agricultural
holdings in Slovenia. Agricultural Economics 33:2, 153-161. [CrossRef]
71. Frederic Carluer. 2005. Dynamics of Russian regional clubs: The time of divergence. Regional Studies
39:6, 713-726. [CrossRef]
72. Nada Zupan, Robert Kase. 2005. Strategic human resource management in European transition
economies: building a conceptual model on the case of Slovenia. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management 16:6, 882-906. [CrossRef]
73. N BOUBAKRI, J COSSET, O GUEDHAMI. 2005. Postprivatization corporate governance: The
role of ownership structure and investor protection. Journal of Financial Economics 76:2, 369-399.
[CrossRef]
74. John Marangos. 2005. A Political Economy Approach to the Neoclassical Gradualist Model of
Transition. Journal of Economic Surveys 19:2, 263-293. [CrossRef]
75. Zuobao Wei, Feixue Xie, Shaorong Zhang. 2005. Ownership Structure and Firm Value in China's
Privatized Firms: 1991–2001. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 40:01, 87. [CrossRef]
76. G Facchini. 2004. Growth at the EU periphery: the next enlargement. The Quarterly Review of
Economics and Finance 43:5, 827-862. [CrossRef]
77. Marko Pahor, Janez Pra&#x00161;nikar, Anu&#x00161;ka Ferligoj. 2004. Building a corporate
network in a transition economy: the case of Slovenia. Post-Communist Economies 16:3, 307-331.
[CrossRef]
78. TIMOTHY FRYE. 2004. Credible Commitment and Property Rights: Evidence from Russia.
American Political Science Review 98:03. . [CrossRef]
79. 2004. Review of periodical literature published in 2002. The Economic History Review 57:1, 161-220.
[CrossRef]
80. Michael EngelschalkCreating a Favorable Tax Environment for Small Business 268, 275-311.
[CrossRef]
81. M Peng. 2003. Do outside directors and new managers help improve firm performance? An exploratory
study in Russian privatization. Journal of World Business 38:4, 348-360. [CrossRef]
82. John Haltiwanger, Hartmut Lehmann, Katherine Terrell. 2003. Job Creation and Job Destruction in
Transition Countries. The Economics of Transition 11:2, 205-219. [CrossRef]
83. Vera Adamchik, Thomas Hyclak, Arthur King. 2003. The wage structure and wage distribution in
Poland, 1994-2001. International Journal of Manpower 24:8, 916-946. [CrossRef]
